In the original article, there was an error. We cited the results of Brunmair and Richter\'s meta-analysis presented on conferences, which did not show an effect of interleaving mathematical tasks over all included studies. Recently, the meta-analysis was accepted for publication in Psychological Bulletin. In this version of the article, more studies were included in the meta-analysis and a small, significant effect of interleaving mathematical tasks was found. Thus, we want to correct our report on this meta-analysis.

A correction has been made to ***Introduction***, ***Interleaved practice and the role of comparisons***, ***Paragraph2***:

Empirical findings regarding the effectivity of interleaved practice in mathematics are inconsistent, and this is emphasized by Brunmair and Richter\'s ([@B1]) meta-analysis. This meta-analysis showed a small positive effect of interleaving mathematical tasks on students\' procedural knowledge. However, the results of the studies included in this meta-analysis vary strongly. While some found a positive effect of interleaved practice (Rohrer and Taylor, [@B4]; Taylor and Rohrer, [@B6]; Sana et al., [@B5]), others showed no effect or even a negative impact (Rau et al., [@B3]; Higgins and Ross, [@B2]). Hence, it can be assumed that the effectivity of interleaved practice in mathematics depends on the concrete design (e.g., implementation, characteristics of learning materials, similarity of categories).

Related to the same issue, a correction has been made to ***Discussion***, ***Paragraph4***:

"Summarizing the results, interleaving subtraction strategies with supporting discrimination processes by prompts to compare seems to foster the flexible strategy use and the ability to choose an appropriate strategy based on specific tasks and their characteristics sustainably. Therefore, this study supplements previous research on interleaved practice in mathematics, which did not thoroughly show positive effects (Brunmair and Richter, [@B1])."

In addition, there was another error. We stated that the stepwise strategy was not part of the analysis to answer research questions 3 and 4. However, the split strategy was excluded from the analysis, while the stepwise strategy was included.

A correction has been made to ***Materials and Methods***, ***Analysis***, ***Research Questions 3 and 4***, ***Paragraph1***:

To address the third research question, a hierarchical cluster analysis (Ward\'s method with squared Euclidean distances) was conducted to find out whether there are specific subgroups of students that differ in using the standard written algorithm, the stepwise strategy, the compensation strategy, and the indirect addition adaptively at the points of measurement. The split strategy was again not part of the analysis since it could not have been used adaptively in the strategy test.

The authors apologize for these errors and state that this does not change the scientific conclusions of the article in any way. The original article has been updated.
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